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God’s children. And because I have con-
fidence in people of faith and know 
they wouldn’t do that, I know they 
won’t be hurt by this bill. And, by the 
way, I say that as the only Democrat 
on the committee who voted against 
gay marriage. 

This bill ought to be passed, and I 
ask my colleagues to do so. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman fro 
Oklahoma (Ms. FALLIN). 

Ms. FALLIN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments about 
faith and God. And I am a woman of 
God. I oppose hate, and I think all 
crimes are awful. And I have a great 
disdain for violence produced by hate. 

But this bill is the wrong solution for 
an ideal goal. It is horrible for anyone 
to hate for any class, race or religion 
or sexual orientation. Violence pro-
duced by hate is already outlawed. Why 
would we, as a Nation, want to divide 
our American citizens into various cat-
egories of more worthy or less worthy 
of whatever protection the law can give 
them? What happened to the great 
ideal this Nation was founded on of 
equal, equal protection under law? 

The hate crimes bill will chill the 
first amendment rights of religious 
groups. This hate crimes bill will chill 
the first amendment rights of the reli-
gious groups, and the government will 
be required to prove the suspect’s 
thoughts as a category of the victim 
involved in the crime. 

Religious groups may become the 
subject of criminal investigations in 
order to determine the suspect’s reli-
gious beliefs, membership in religious 
organization, or past statements about 
persons associated with specific cat-
egories. Religious leaders will be 
chilled from expressing their religious 
views for fear of involvement in the 
criminal justice system. 

This hate crime bill will result in un-
equal justice for all and the restriction 
of one of our ideals that has made this 
Nation great, free speech. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased now to recognize the most dis-
tinguished civil rights leader that we 
have serving in the House of Represent-
atives, the gentleman from Georgia, 
Mr. JOHN LEWIS. And I yield to him 1 
minute. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
hate is too heavy a burden to bear. We 
have the opportunity, with this bill, to 
move this Nation one step forward to-
ward laying down the burden, the bur-
den of hate. With this legislation, we 
can send the strongest possible mes-
sage that violence against our fellow 
citizens because of race, color, national 
origin, religion, sexual orientation or 
transgender will not be tolerated. 

It was the Great Teacher who said, 
‘‘As much as you have done it unto the 
least of these, you have done it unto 
me.’’ 

During the 1950s and the 1960s, as a 
participant in the Civil Rights Move-
ment, I tasted the bitter fruits of hate, 
and I didn’t like it. I saw some of my 

friends beaten, shot and killed because 
of hate. Hate is too heavy a burden to 
bear. It also was the Great Teacher 
who said, ‘‘Love you one another.’’ He 
didn’t say hate you one another. 

We’re one people. We’re one family. 
We all live in the same house. It 
doesn’t matter whether we’re gay or 
straight. We’re one people. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased now to yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. CLYBURN) for 1 minute. 

(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Last night, Mr. 
Speaker, I re-read Martin Luther King, 
Jr.’s ‘‘Letter from a Birmingham City 
Jail.’’ In that letter, King dealt with 
the notion of timing. He said to us that 
time is never right; time is never 
wrong; that time actually is neutral, 
and it’s only what we make it. We can 
use it constructively, or we can use it 
destructively. 

King went on to say that it’s always 
the right time to do that which is 
right. 

Now, a lot of people on yesterday 
told me that this was the wrong time 
to bring this legislation. For a mo-
ment, I agreed. But reflecting on Dr. 
King’s admonition that the time is al-
ways right to do right, I come before 
this body today to ask us to use the 
time that we have before us to do right 
by those people who may not be like 
us. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LUNGREN). 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, this is a serious 
issue, and people ought to recognize 
it’s a serious issue. 

There is something called hate 
crimes. And in the past, the Supreme 
Court has looked at issues to try and 
differentiate between mere speech and 
speech connected with conduct and 
how you articulate a law in a proper 
way that does not offend the first 
amendment, which allows terrible 
speech. One of the prices of our democ-
racy and one of the prices of this soci-
ety is to allow terrible speech, not to 
say you accept it, but to allow it. 

And so the Supreme Court has care-
fully reviewed hate crime legislation. 
When I was attorney general of Cali-
fornia, we issued an amicus brief before 
the Supreme Court to support one 
version of the hate crime legislation in 
one State that was similar to ours in 
California. We declined to do it in an-
other State. And in that one in which 
we declined to do it, the Supreme 
Court found that it was afoul of the 
law. 

That’s why I think it’s very, very im-
portant how we carefully construct a 
hate crimes bill. The underlying 
premise of this bill is that we should 
extend the already existing Federal 
hate crimes legislation, which has a 

Federal nexus, based on the individual 
victim or victims being involved in a 
protected Federal activity. 

This bill goes beyond that and sug-
gests that the constitutional nexus 
with Federal activity is that hate di-
rected against the particular protected 
classes here somehow restricts inter-
state commerce. And I would just sug-
gest that the findings in the bill did 
not have evidence to back it up. And I 
think there may very well be a con-
stitutional attack that is successful in 
the Court on that. That’s why we are 
concerned about the way this is writ-
ten. 

Second, there are those who suggest 
that we will not have the concern be-
come a reality expressed by some on 
this floor and by some outside this 
floor that this somehow will chill free 
speech. The suggestion is we’ve care-
fully crafted the legislation so that’s 
not to be the case. 

I would just direct our attention to 
another section of the bill which calls 
for participation by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the investigation and pros-
ecution of crimes at the State level 
which delineates the definition of hate 
crimes in the first two paragraphs but, 
in the third paragraph says, or any 
other hate crime established by State 
law. So what we are doing is extending 
it beyond the carefully constructed 
definitions that we have in this bill, 
considering the constitutional ques-
tions and extended it far beyond that. 
That is another legitimate concern 
about this bill. 

And so I would just say that I hope 
we don’t get totally involved in the ar-
gument that there are no hate crimes 
and they, therefore, never should be in-
volved in our criminal justice system, 
versus that they are the worst of all 
crimes, or they are so essentially dif-
ferent from others that those who are 
subjected to attacks because of a ran-
dom attitude by the perpetrator, or for 
reasons outside the protected class, 
somehow don’t have the sufficiency of 
interest or the sufficiency of impor-
tance to be included. 

Hate crimes exist in our society. 
Hate crimes are to be condemned in 
our society. As I said before, that’s why 
45 States have done so, most of them 
successfully in negotiating the shows 
of constitutional concern that are cre-
ated by the first amendment. And 
therefore, one might suggest that we 
need to review this in far greater detail 
than we’ve been allowed thus far. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 seconds to respond to my dear 
friend from California (Mr. LUNGREN). 

The purpose of this hate crime bill is 
to supplement State and local actions. 
It is not to take over. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia, Mr. HANK JOHN-
SON, member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, 1 minute. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, we’ve had Federal hate crime legis-
lation on the books since 1968. It cov-
ered violent crimes targeted against 
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